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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed 14 April 2009, 
and IDS, filed 14 April 2009, to the Original Application, filed 15 August 2005. 

2. Claims 1-33 and 36-38 are pending. Applicant has cancelled claims 34-35. 
Claims 1,14, 29, 30, 31 , 32, 33, 34, and 36-38 are independent claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 -2, 4-6, 8-11,1 3, 29-30, 32, 36, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehring (U.S. Publication 2005/0097008 A1) in view 
of Helgeson (U.S. Publication 2002/0049749 A1). 

As per independent claim 1, Ehring teaches an apparatus for automatically 
building an electronic form for presentation to a user during a data capture process (See 
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Ehring, paragraph 0063, describing a dynamic composition engine including managers 
that organize components in an electronic page or form) including a means for receiving 
as input data elements required during data capture, each data element having a type 
specification, and a logical relationship relative to other data elements in a hierarchical 
structure (See Ehring, paragraphs 0127-0130, describing receiving as input a 
specification of data elements in the form of application rules that are interpreted 
throughout all subsequent steps of the process by the appropriate managers, and a 
logical relationship relative to other data elements, in that the managers determine the 
next page or data element to be displayed based upon the particular application rules 
being interpreted). 

Ehring also teaches a means automatically generating a plurality of visual 
displays for presentation to a user during execution of a data capture process, each 
visual display having an automatically determined form layout (See Ehring, paragraphs 
0130-0132, describing rendering a number of visual displays for presentation to a user 
during execution of a data capture process) comprising a plurality of user input areas 
corresponding to the data elements (See Ehring, paragraphs 0063 and 0189, describing 
fields within an online application form), in which the form layout and physical 
positioning of the user input areas on each display are determined, during runtime of the 
data capture process from information in the data capture definition file, in a manner 
corresponding to the defined logical hierarchical structure (See Ehring, paragraphs 
0061-0063, describing positioning and rendering data, such as user input areas on the 
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form described in Ehring paragraph 0189, during runtime of the data capture process 
from the data definition file). 

Ehring does not teach expressly that the input is a self-contained platform- 
independent data capture definition file. 

Helgeson teaches a DTD (document type definition) in XML that is platform- 
independent and self-contained (See Helgeson, Pages 69-70, paragraph 1057, Pages 
1-2, paragraphs 0015-0016, and Page 62, paragraph 0872, noting specifically the 
description of a simple case where the XML to export contains no external references to 
objects in the source system which are not contained in the generated XML). 

Ehring and Helgeson are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of generating electronic documents using XML. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the XML-based platform-independent self-contained document type 
definition of Helgeson with the input specification of Ehring. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow objects to be extracted from the XML specification file directly 
and transformed into a specific format for a specific platform (See Helgeson, Page 62, 
paragraph 0871). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Helgeson with Ehring for the 
benefit of allow objects to be extracted from the XML specification file directly and 
transformed into a specific format for a specific platform to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 1 . 
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As per dependent claim 2, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Ehring also teaches that the data capture definition file is in XML 
format (See Ehring, paragraphs 0060-0061). 

As per dependent claim 4, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Ehring also teaches that the data capture definition file further 
includes a functional specification of rule-based actions to be taken during execution of 
the data capture process, the means for generating further including means for 
executing the rule-based actions during the data capture process, and determining 
successive visual displays for presentation to the user during the data capture process 
according to values of data captured and the rule-based actions applicable thereto (See 
Ehring, paragraphs 0066-0067). 

As per dependent claim 5, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Ehring also teaches that the data capture definition file further 
includes a functional specification of a data model defining the bindings of data 
elements with an output message format (See Ehring, paragraphs 0177-0178). 

As per dependent claim 6, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Ehring also teaches that the data capture definition file further 
includes a functional specification of data exchange requirements according to a form 
definition standard (See Ehring, paragraphs 0043, 0061, and 0081-0084). 

As per dependent claim 8, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 4 
as described above. Ehring also teaches means for generating the data capture 
definition file which further includes means for incorporating the rule-based actions to be 
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performed during execution of the data capture process, by a rule builder interface that 
enables rule actions and conditions to be assigned to data capture events (See Ehring, 
paragraphs 0063-0066). 

As per dependent claim 9, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Ehring also teaches that the means for generating the data 
capture definition file which further includes binding interface means for incorporating 
binding definitions into the data capture definition file, each binding definition defining 
the binding of a data element to a defined external data model (See Ehring, paragraphs 
0134-0135). 

As per dependent claim 10, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 
1 as described above. Ehring also teaches a means for ensuring that the specification 
of data elements complies with a form definition standard (See Ehring, paragraphs 0043 
and 0061). 

As per dependent claim 1 1 , Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 

I as described above. Ehring also teaches a means for generation a succession of 
visual displays for presentation to a user, the physical layout of the visual displays being 
determined during execution of the data capture process, according to the defined data 
elements and their hierarchical structure in the data capture definition file, and 
according to process and display conditions prevailing in the platform executing the data 
capture process (See Ehring, paragraphs 0127-0130). 

As per dependent claim 13, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 

I I as described above. Ehring also teaches that the means for executing the data 
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capture process further includes means for executing rule-based actions according to a 
functional specification of rule-based actions defined in the data capture definition file 
(See Ehring, paragraphs 0066-0067). 

As per independent claim 29, Ehring discloses an apparatus for generating an 
electronic form for presentation to a user during a data capture process (See Ehring, 
paragraph 0063, describing a dynamic composition engine including managers that 
organize components in an electronic page or form). Independent claim 29 additionally 
incorporates substantially similar subject matter as that of independent claim 1 above, 
and is additionally rejected along the same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 1 . 

As per independent claim 30, Ehring discloses a computerized method of 
automatically building an electronic form for presentation to a user during a data capture 
process (See Ehring, paragraph 0063, describing a dynamic composition engine 
including managers that organize components in an electronic page or form). 
Independent claim 30 additionally incorporates substantially similar subject matter as 
that of independent claim 1 above, and is additionally rejected along the same rationale 
as used in the rejection of claim 1 . 

As per independent claim 32, Ehring discloses a computerized method of 
automatically building an electronic form for presentation to a user during a data capture 
process (See Ehring, paragraph 0063, describing a dynamic composition engine 
including managers that organize components in an electronic page or form). 
Independent claim 32 additionally incorporates substantially similar subject matter as 
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that of independent claim 1 above, and is additionally rejected along the same rationale 
as used in the rejection of claim 1 . 

As per independent claim 36, Ehring discloses an apparatus for automatically 
building an electronic form for presentation to a user during a data capture process (See 
Ehring, paragraph 0063, describing a dynamic composition engine including managers 
that organize components in an electronic page or form). Independent claim 36 
additionally incorporates substantially similar subject matter as that of independent 
claim 1 above, and is additionally rejected along the same rationale as used in the 
rejection of claim 1 . 

As per independent claim 38, Ehring discloses an apparatus for generating an 
electronic form for presentation to a user during a data capture process (See Ehring, 
paragraph 0063, describing a dynamic composition engine including managers that 
organize components in an electronic page or form). Independent claim 38 additionally 
incorporates substantially similar subject matter as that of independent claim 1 above, 
and is additionally rejected along the same rationale as used in the rejection of claim 1 . 



4. Claims 3, 12, 14-17, 19-20, 25-28, 31, 33, and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehring (U.S. Publication 2005/0097008 A1) in view 
of Helgeson (U.S. Publication 2002/0049749 A1), as applied to claims 1 and 11 above, 
and further in view of Wolff (U.S. Patent 5,774,887). 
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As per dependent claim 3, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Ehring and Helgeson do not teach expressly including a functional 
specification of data validation operations to be performed in respect of at least some of 
the data elements during execution of the data capture process, the means for receiving 
further including means for executing the data validation operations during the data 
capture process. Wolff teaches a functional specification of data validation operations 
to be performed in respect of at least some of the data elements during execution of the 
data capture process and means for executing the data validation operations during the 
data capture process (See Wolff, Figure 4, showing various checks on data completion, 
such as element 220 and 222, and Column 6, lines 28-38, describing an indication of an 
invalid data entry). Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of generating electronic documents. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the data 
validation specification and execution of data validation of Wolff with the data capture 
process and functional specification of Ehring and Helgeson. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to ensure that the user enters the correct data such that a reliable 
and expected data value will result and data errors may be avoided. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Wolff with Ehring and Helgeson for the benefit of 
ensuring that the user enters the correct data such that a reliable and expected data 
value will result and data errors may be avoided to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 3. 
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As per dependent claim 12, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 
1 1 as described above. Ehring and Helgeson do not teach expressly including a means 
for executing data validation operations according to a functional specification of data 
validation operations defined in the data capture definition file. Wolff teaches a 
functional specification of data validation operations to be performed in respect of at 
least some of the data elements during execution of the data capture process and 
means for executing the data validation operations during the data capture process 
(See Wolff, Figure 4, showing various checks on data completion, such as element 220 
and 222, and Column 6, lines 28-38, describing an indication of an invalid data entry). 
Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of generating electronic forms. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the data validation specification and 
execution of data validation of Wolff with the data capture process and functional 
specification of Ehring and Helgeson. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
ensure that the user enters the correct data such that a reliable and expected data 
value will result and data errors may be avoided. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Wolff with Ehring and Helgeson for the benefit of ensuring that the user 
enters the correct data such that a reliable and expected data value will result and data 
errors may be avoided to obtain the invention as specified in claim 12. 

As per independent claim 14, Ehring teaches an for generating a data capture 
definition file for defining data elements required from a user during a data capture 
process (See Ehring, paragraph 0063, describing a dynamic composition engine 
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including managers that organize components in an electronic page or form) including a 
means for receiving as input a specification of data elements required during data 
capture, each data element having a type specification, and a logical relationship 
relative to other data elements in a hierarchical structure (See Ehring, paragraphs 0127- 
0130, describing receiving as input a specification of data elements in the form of 
application rules that are interpreted throughout all subsequent steps of the process by 
the appropriate managers, and a logical relationship relative to other data elements, in 
that the managers determine the next page or data element to be displayed based upon 
the particular application rules being interpreted). 

Ehring also teaches the type specifications and the hierarchical structure being 
usable for automatically determining a physical layout of visual displays for presentation 
to a user during a subsequent data capture process (See Ehring, paragraphs 0130- 
0132, describing rendering data elements from a data capture definition file, such as a 
template, in a predetermined format). 

Ehring also teaches a means for associating, with the data elements, a set of 
rules for execution during a subsequent data capture process, for further enabling 
automatic determination of a physical layout of the visual displays to be presented to a 
user during the subsequent data capture process based on values of data captured 
during the data capture process (See Ehring, paragraphs 0061-0066, describing 
determining the layout of data elements based on user input). 

Ehring also teaches a means for generating the data capture definition file 
defining the specification of data elements, the hierarchical structure, the data validation 
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requirements and the set of rules in a predetermined format for subsequent execution 
by a data capture process (See Ehring, Figure 8, element 1092, and paragraph 0135, 
describing updating the user profile and behavior database and aggregate information 
database based on user input). 

Ehring does not teach expressly associating, with the data elements, a set of 
data validation requirements for validating data captured in respect of each of the data 
elements. 

Wolff teaches associating data validation requirements for validating data 
captured with the data elements (See Wolff, Figure 4, showing various checks on data 
completion, such as element 220 and 222, and Column 6, lines 28-38, describing an 
indication of an invalid data entry). 

Ehring also does not teach expressly that the input is a self-contained platform- 
independent data capture definition file. 

Helgeson teaches a DTD (document type definition) in XML that is platform- 
independent and self-contained (See Helgeson, Pages 69-70, paragraph 1057, Pages 
1-2, paragraphs 0015-0016, and Page 62, paragraph 0872, noting specifically the 
description of a simple case where the XML to export contains no external references to 
objects in the source system which are not contained in the generated XML). 

Ehring, Helgeson and Wolff are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of generating electronic documents. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the data validation of Wolff with the data capture process and 
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functional specification of Ehring. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
ensure that the user enters the correct data such that a reliable and expected data 
value will result and data errors may be avoided. 

At the time of the invention it would also have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the XML-based platform-independent self-contained document 
type definition of Helgeson with the input specification of Ehring. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to allow objects to be extracted from the XML specification 
file directly and transformed into a specific format for a specific platform (See Helgeson, 
Page 62, paragraph 0871). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Wolff and Helgeson with 
Ehring for the benefit of ensuring that the user enters the correct data such that a 
reliable and expected data value will result and data errors may be avoided, and for the 
benefit of allow objects to be extracted from the XML specification file directly and 
transformed into a specific format for a specific platform, to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 14. 

As per dependent claim 15, Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff teach the limitations of 
claim 14 as described above. Ehring also teaches that the data capture definition file 
conforms to a standard that can be executed on a plurality of different platforms, such 
as by coding the data capture definition in XML (See Ehring, paragraph 0152). 

As per dependent claim 16, Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff teach the limitations of 
claim 15 as described above. Ehring also teaches that the data capture definition file is 
generated in XML format (See Ehring, paragraph 0152). 
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As per dependent claim 17, Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff teach the limitations of 
claim 14 as described above. Ehring also teaches a means for incorporating, in the 
data capture definition file, a functional specification of data exchange requirements 
according to a form definition standard (See Ehring, paragraphs 0043, 0061, and 0081- 
0084). 

As per dependent claim 19, Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff teach the limitations of 
claim 14 as described above. Claim 19 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that of claim 9 above, and is additionally rejected along the same 
rationale as used in the rejection of claim 9. 

As per dependent claim 20, Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff teach the limitations of 
claim 14 as described above. Claim 20 additionally incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as that of claim 10 above, and is additionally rejected along the same 
rationale as used in the rejection of claim 10. 

As per dependent claim 25, Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff teach the limitations of 
claim 14 as described above. Wolff also teaches a document validation model for 
ensuring compliance of a generated data capture definition file with at least one of a 
form definition standard, a function definition standard and a data model standard (See 
Wolff, Figure 4, and Column 6, lines 28-38). Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff are analogous 
art because they are from the same field of endeavor of generating electronic 
documents. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the document validation model of Wolff with the data capture 
process and functional specification of Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff. The motivation for 
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doing so would have been to ensure that the user enters the correct data such that a 
reliable and expected data value will result and data errors may be avoided. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine Wolff with Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff for the 
benefit of ensuring that the user enters the correct data such that a reliable and 
expected data value will result and data errors may be avoided to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 25. 

As per dependent claim 26, Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff teach the limitations of 
claim 14 as described above. Ehring also teaches that means for generating the data 
capture definition file further includes means for associating each data element with a 
respective section or sub-section in the logical hierarchical structure (See Ehring, 
paragraph 0130). 

As per dependent claim 27, Ehring and Helgeson teach the limitations of claim 
1 1 as described above. Ehring and Helgeson do not teach expressly that the means for 
generating a succession of visual displays further comprises a means for inferring a 
relative physical positioning of user prompts for data element capture and a sequential 
progression of user prompts for data element capture from the data capture definition 
file and a means for determining absolute physical positioning of user prompts and 
presentation styles thereof according to criteria defined in the means for executing the 
data capture process, and not the data capture definition file. Wolff teaches generating 
a succession of visual displays that include inferring a relative physical positioning of 
user prompts for data element capture and a means to determine the absolute physical 
position of the user prompts (See Wolff, Figure 4, showing various checks on data 



Application/Control Number: 10/516,898 Page 16 

Art Unit: 2176 

completion, such as element 220 and 222, and Column 6, lines 28-38, describing an 
indication of an invalid data entry). Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of generating electronic documents. 
At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to include the data validation specification and execution of data validation of Wolff with 
the data capture process and functional specification of Ehring and Helgeson. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to ensure that the user enters the correct data 
such that a reliable and expected data value will result and data errors may be avoided. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Wolff with Ehring and Helgeson for 
the benefit of ensuring that the user enters the correct data such that a reliable and 
expected data value will result and data errors may be avoided to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 27. 

As per dependent claim 28, Ehring and Wolff teach the limitations of claim 27 
as described above. Ehring also teaches means for generating the data capture 
definition file in which the means for generating said data capture definition file and the 
means for generating a succession of visual displays operate on different computing 
platforms (See Ehring, paragraph 0131). 

As per independent claim 31, Ehring teaches a method of generating a data 
capture definition file for defining data elements required from a user during a data 
capture process (See Ehring, paragraph 0063, describing a dynamic composition 
engine including managers that organize components in an electronic page or form). 
Independent claim 31 additionally incorporates substantially similar subject matter as 
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that of independent claim 14 above, and is additionally rejected along the same 
rationale as used in the rejection of claim 14. 

As per independent claim 33, Ehring teaches a computer program product, 
comprising a tangible computer readable medium having thereon computer program 
code adapted, when said computer program code is loaded onto a computer, to make 
the computer execute the procedure of any one of claims 30 to 32 (See Ehring, Figure 
2). 

As per independent claim 37, Ehring teaches an apparatus for generating a 
data capture definition file for defining data elements required from a user during a data 
capture process (See Ehring, paragraph 0063, describing a dynamic composition 
engine including managers that organize components in an electronic page or form). 
Independent claim 37 additionally incorporates substantially similar subject matter as 
that of independent claim 14 above, and is additionally rejected along the same 
rationale as used in the rejection of claim 14. 



5. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehring 
(U.S. Publication 2005/0097008 A1 ) in view of Helgeson (U.S. Publication 
2002/0049749 A1) and Wolff (U.S. Patent 5,774,887), as applied to claim 14 above, and 
further in view of Ravishankar (U.S. Patent 7,346,840). 
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As per dependent claim 21, Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff teach the limitations of 
claim 14 as described above. Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff do not teach expressly 
means for assigning, to each data capture definition file, document ownership and 
execution rights. Ravishankar teaches assigning access and execution rights by means 
of incorporating subscriber attributes. Ehring, Helgeson, Wolff and Ravishankar are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of generating 
electronic documents. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the ownership and execution rights of Ravishankar 
with the data capture definition file of Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to ensure that the proper personnel are entering data, thus 
protecting any possible sensitive data or information. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Ravishankar with Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff for the benefit of 
ensuring that the proper personnel are entering data, thus protecting any possible 
sensitive data or information, to obtain the invention as specified in claim 21 . 



6. Claims 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ehring (U.S. Publication 2005/0097008 A1) in view of Helgeson (U.S. Publication 
2002/0049749 A1) and Wolff (U.S. Patent 5,774,887), as applied to claim 14 above, and 
further in view of Hanson ("Saving Time With Global Templates"), hereafter referred to 
as "Hanson". 



Application/Control Number: 10/516,898 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2176 

As per dependent claim 22, Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff teach the limitations of 
claim 14 as described above. Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff do not teach expressly the 
automatic copying of a global template. Hanson teaches using global templates, such 
as to generate code (See Hanson, Page 1). Ehring, Helgeson , Wolff and Hanson are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of generating 
electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to generate the data capture definition file of Ehring, Helgeson, 
and Wolff using global templates as taught by Hanson. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to customize the style of the various data capture elements over 
multiple forms such that the forms maintain continuity. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Hanson with Ehring, Helgeson, and Wolff for the benefit of 
customizing the style of the various data capture elements over multiple forms such that 
the forms maintain continuity to obtain the invention as specified in claim 22. 

As per dependent claim 23, Ehring, Helgeson , Wolff and Hanson teach the 
limitations of claim 22 as described above. While Ehring, Helgeson , Wolff and Hanson 
do not teach expressly correlating changes made in global templates with relevant parts 
of data capture definition files that have been built using those templates, it was well 
known in the art that changes made to a global template would include changes made 
to components of the said template, including any data elements included in the global 
template. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to correlate 
changes made in a global template with relevant parts of a data capture definition file, 
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providing the benefit of maintaining continuity of the data elements across multiple 
forms. 



7. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehring 
(U.S. Publication 2005/0097008 A1) in view of Helgeson (U.S. Publication 
2002/0049749 A1 ), Wolff (U.S. Patent 5,774,887) and Hanson ("Saving Time With 
Global Templates"), hereafter referred to as "Hanson", as applied to claim 23 above, 
and further in view of "Getting Started With Oracle Change Management Pack", 
hereafter referred to as "Oracle". 

As per dependent claim 24, Ehring, Helgeson, Wolff and Hanson teach the 
limitations of claim 23 as described above. Ehring, Helgeson, Wolff and Hanson do not 
teach expressly means for generating an impact analysis report identifying potential 
consequences to relevant data capture definition files resulting from a proposed change 
to a template. Oracle teaches using Oracle Change Management Pack to generate a 
script and an impact report for data capture. Ehring, Helgeson, Wolff, Hanson, and 
Oracle are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
generating electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the impact report of Oracle with the data capture definition file of 
Ehring, Helgeson, Wolff and Hanson. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
determine whether the changes to the data definition are feasible, thus allowing the user 
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to determine whether to proceed with the changes. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Oracle with Ehring, Helgeson, Wolff and Hanson for the benefit of 
determining whether the changes to the data definition are feasible, thus allowing the 
user to determine whether to proceed with the changes, to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 24. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 7 and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
The closest prior art of record, namely Ehring, fails to teach or reasonably 
suggest the combination of limitations of the claimed invention. For example, Ehring 
fails to teach or reasonably suggest a means for generating the data capture definition 
file which further includes means for enabling automatic building of portions of said data 
capture definition file according to a form definition standard. 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 14 April 2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Ehring fails to teach or reasonably suggest an apparatus or 
process that automatically determines both a form layout for a visual display and a 
physical positioning of the user input areas on such a display. The Office respectfully 
disagrees. Ehring teaches that the user enters in conditions, or rules, which are used 
by the system to automatically determine the layout of the electronic form (See Ehring, 
Paragraph 0075, stating that the system can determine dynamically (and automatically), 
despite the existence of a large number of combinations of potential web pages (often 
exceeding millions of combinations for even moderately complex applications), which 
content objects to display to particular users (including conversion of such content 
objects into actual HTML web pages)). Likewise, Ehring teaches placement or 
positioning of said content objects on the display (See Ehring, paragraph 0063, stating 
that the dynamic content composition engine contains five managers that perform 
several automated layout tasks, including but not limited to how dynamically selected 
components are laid out or organized on a web page). 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the supposed failure of Ehring to teach or 
reasonably suggest that automatic determination performed by the system is based on 
a logical hierarchical structure defined in a self-contained and platform-independent 



Application/Control Number: 10/516,898 Page 23 

Art Unit: 2176 

data capture definition file have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant argues that Ehring is not enabling and cannot serve as a basis for a 
prior art rejection. The Office respectfully disagrees. Ehring clearly defines and 
discloses a method for automated adaptive rendering of web-based forms, as shown in 
Ehring, Figures 9-12, describing the various managers that comprise the dynamic 
content composition engine, and paragraphs 0137 through 0178 which describe in 
detail the functionality of said managers, thus enabling one of ordinary skill in the art to 
practice the claimed subject matter. 

Applicant argues that Ehring fails to teach or reasonably suggest a functional 
specification of rule-based actions to be taken during execution of the data capture 
process, as recited in dependent claim 4. The Office respectfully disagrees. Ehring 
teaches actions to be taken which are determined by various rules as interpreted by a 
scenario manager (See Ehring, paragraph 0068). 

Applicant argues that Ehring fails to teach or reasonably suggest the data 
capture file including a functional specification of a data model defining the bindings of 
data elements with an output message format, as recited in dependent claim 5. The 
Office respectfully disagrees. Ehring teaches binding data elements, such as various 
form fields, with the display of help text or other output messages as determined by a 
behavior manager function (See Ehring, paragraphs 0177-0178). 

Applicant argues that Ehring fails to teach or reasonably suggest the data 
capture definition file including a functional specification of data exchange requirements 
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according to a form definition standard, as recited in claim 6. The Office respectfully 
disagrees. Ehring teaches a number of templates, or form definition standards, which 
determine which data elements are required for display based on the template as well 
as the type of user identified by the system (See Ehring, Paragraph 0081-0084) 

Applicant's arguments, see Amendment, filed 14 April 2009, with respect to claim 
7 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of claim 6 has been 
withdrawn. 

Applicant argues that Ehring fails to teach or reasonably suggest a means for 
generating the data capture definition file which further includes means for incorporating 
said rule-based actions to be performed during execution of the data capture process, 
by a rule builder interface that enables rule actions and conditions to be assigned to 
data capture events, as recited in dependent claim 8. The Office respectfully disagrees. 
Ehring teaches a behavior manager that assigns various actions based on predefined 
rules to data capture events, including but not limited to determining which links are 
included on a page (See Ehring, paragraphs 0065-0066). 

Applicant argues that Ehring fails to teach or reasonably suggest incorporating 
binding definitions into a self-contained platform-independent data capture file, as 
recited in dependent claim 9. The Office respectfully disagrees. Ehring teaches a 
composition engine that extracts relevant user behavior information and binds them into 
higher level variables that are resolved according to application rules (See Ehring, 
Paragraph 0135). 
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Applicant argues that Ehring fails to teach or reasonably suggest ensuring that a 
specification of data elements in a data capture definition file complies with a form 
definition standard, as recited in dependent claim 10. The Office respectfully disagrees. 
Ehring teaches that the specification of data elements complies with various form 
definition standards, or templates, that determine the appropriate data elements to be 
included on a page(See Ehring, paragraphs 0043 and 0061). 

Applicant argues that Ehring fails to teach or reasonably suggest that the layout 
of each of the succession of displays is determined according to the elements and their 
hierarchical structure defined in the data capture definition file, as recited in dependent 
claim 1 1 . The Office respectfully disagrees. Ehring teaches that the display of data 
elements is determined by a hierarchical structure, such as a field schema, or pre- 
generated field definitions for various types of predefined objects (See Ehring, 
paragraph 0074). 

Applicant argues that Ehring fails to teach or reasonably suggest rule-based 
actions that are defined in a self-contained platform-independent data capture definition 
file, as recited in dependent claim 13. This argument has been fully considered but is 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's arguments with regard to the rejection of claims 3, 12, 14-28, 31, 33, 
and 37 have been fully considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 
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Conclusion 

1 0. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571) 272-4095. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doug Hutton, can be reached at (571) 272-4137. 
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12. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Laurie Ries/ 
Primary Examiner 
Technology Center 2100 
2 June 2009 



